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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Foster. 

Regarding claims 9 and 12, Foster discloses the claimed device with the 
exception of the diameter. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have used a regulation golf hole diameter to best simulate an actual golf 
hole. 

With regard to claim 10, note Col. 4 of Foster which indicates that a sticky 
adhesive may be used. The examiner takes official notice that such adhesives are 
commonly provided with a removable cover to preserve the adhesive properties until 
use is desired. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
done the same with Foster's adhesive for the same reason. 

Concerning claim 11, the claimed materials are commonly known and would 
have been suitable for Foster's purpose depending on which maeterial was most readily 
available to the ordinarily skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 13, absent a showing of unexpected results the exact thickness 

of Foster's d evicejA/ould,obviously_have_been upfrxthe ordinarily-skilled artisan 

depending on the amount of resistance to the golf ball which was desired. 
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With respect to claim 14, inherently a ball will only adhere to the top surface of 
Foster's target when it is putted at the correct speed to achieve adherence. 

With regard to claim 1 5, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have provided more than one target if it was desired to provide additional playing 
opportunities for the player. How such a device was used (for example to cover a first 
member as claimed) is not at issue. 

Claims 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Foster in view of Kamal. Foster discloses the claimed device with the exception of the 
housing and hole size. However, with regard to the housing, as disclosed by Kamal 
such housings are known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have provided Foster's game with such a housing as well for storage 
purposes. 

Regarding the hole size Foster discloses the claimed device with the exception of 
the diameter. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have used a regulation golf hole diameter to best simulate an actual golf hole. 

With regard to claim 23, note Col. 4 of Foster which indicates that a sticky 
adhesive may be used. The examiner takes official notice that such adhesives are 
commonly provided with a removable cover to preserve the adhesive properties until 
use is desired. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
done the same with Foster's adhesive for the same reason. 
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Concerning claim 21, the claimed materials are commonly known and would 
have been suitable for Foster's purpose depending on which maeterial was most readily 
available to the ordinarily skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 22, absent a showing of unexpected results the exact thickness 
of Foster's device would obviously have been up to the ordinarily skilled artisan 
depending on the amount of resistance to the golf ball which was desired. 

With respect to claim 24, inherently a ball will only adhere to the top surface of 
Foster's target when it is putted at the correct speed to achieve adherence. 

Claims 25-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoyt in view of Foster. Hoyt discloses the claimed device with the exception of 
adhesive surface and hole size. Regarding the hole size it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a regulation golf hole diameter to best 
simulate an actual golf hole. Concerning the adhesive it is known in the art to provide 
adhesive on the putting target as disclosed by Foster. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have used adhesive on the surface of the larger circular 
member to help retain a ball within the target. 

With regard to claim 30, note Col. 4 of Foster which indicates that a sticky 
adhesive may be used. The examiner takes official notice that such adhesives are 
commonly provided with a removable cover to preserve the adhesive properties until 
use is desired. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
done the same with Foster's adhesive for the same reason. 
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Concerning claim 28, the claimed materials are commonly known and would 
have been suitable for Foster's purpose depending on which maeterial was most readily 
available to the ordinarily skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 29, absent a showing of unexpected results the exact thickness 
of Foster's device would obviously have been up to the ordinarily skilled artisan 
depending on the amount of resistance to the golf ball which was desired. 

With respect to claim 31 , inherently a ball will only adhere to the top surface of 
Foster's target when it is putted at the correct speed to achieve adherence. 

Claims 1-8 are allowed. 

Mosieretal., Criger, Brown, Peabody, Durso, Kehoe, Nunes, Karl, and Schultz et 
al. have been cited for interest because they disclosed similar devices. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Mark S. 
Graham at telephone number 703-308-1 355. , 
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